Achievement goal theory has long been a dominant model in the study of student motivation. However, a relatively small number of researchers have investigated gender differences in achievement goals or have considered the possible role that social and extrinsic goals may play in student academic motivation. Adopting a person-centered multiple goals perspective based on personal investment theory, this longitudinal study investigated whether males and females shared similar goal profiles, and whether the predictors (facilitating conditions) and outcomes (learning processes, task perseverance, and future aspirations) of these profiles were equivalent across genders. Profiles were extracted from 8 types of academic goals, based on a large sample of Hong Kong high school students (N ϭ 7,848). Findings revealed 5 distinctive profiles for both males and females. Although the relative size of these profiles differed across samples of male and female students, the results show that 4 of these profiles were mostly equivalent across genders. Predictors of membership into these profiles were also equivalent across genders, whereas their relative outcomes were specific to gender.
Academic motivation is one of the key determinants of students' achievement, effort, educational and vocational choices, interest, and persistence (Covington, 2000; Wigfield, Cambria, & Eccles, 2012) . Achievement goals, which describe the purposes or reasons underlying achievement-related behaviors, represent one of the key constructs through which academic motivation has been studied (Maehr & Zusho, 2009; Pintrich, 2003) . Although these goals represent important determinants of desirable academic outcomes (Covington, 2000) , many questions remain to better understand the mechanisms underlying the effects of these goals. For instance, researchers have recognized that individual students can simultaneously endorse a variety of achievement goals (Dowson & McInerney, 2003; Pintrich, 2000) and suggest that such goal combinations may yield more positive outcomes than their isolated adoption (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001 ). However, little is known on how the full range of achievement goals (e.g., McInerney & Ali, 2006) can be combined, how these combinations emerge, and the exact role they play in the determination of students' outcomes.
A person-centered approach allowing for the identification of profiles of students presenting a distinct configuration of achievement goals may prove useful to unpack the combined effects of achievement goals on desirable outcomes in a more holistic manner (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2012) . A key advantage of this approach for developmental research is the ability to study the predictors or consequences of distinct configurations of achievement goals, rather than to study each specific type of achievement goal in isolation or through the inclusion of a limited number of interactions, as it is typically the case in variable-centered studies (Morin, Morizot, Boudrias, & Madore, 2011) . Allowing the investigation of potential cumulative effects of multiple goals endorsement over time, this approach is well suited to the study of individual development (Magnusson, 1998; Pintrich, 2000) .
Importantly, the adoption of specific configurations of achievement goals, as well as their relations with predictors or outcomes, may differ according to gender-differentiated processes (Hyde & Durick, 2005; Meece & Painter, 2012) . This could be particularly true during the developmental period of adolescence, which is accompanied by an intensification of gender-differentiated socialization processes (Hill & Lynch, 1983) . However, very little research has explored gender differences in regards to achievement goals combinations, as well as their predictors and outcomes. For instance, no study has yet investigated the structure of those combinations separately for male and female students and their degree of similarity across genders. Adopting a multiple goals perspective, this study aims to explore the extent to which achievement goal profiles, as well as their relations with key predictors and outcomes, generalize across genders in a sample of Hong Kong adolescents.
Personal Investment Theory
From its inception, personal investment theory (PIT) has highlighted the need to consider the full range of achievement goals that might influence students' academic choices and behaviors to adequately capture individual differences as they occur in a variety of academic and cross-cultural contexts (Maehr, 1984; Maehr & McInerney, 2004; Zusho & Clayton, 2011) . PIT is "concerned with how people choose to invest their energy, talent, and time in particular activities" (Maehr & McInerney, 2004, p. 73) . This theoretical framework predates achievement goal theory and includes a focus on social and extrinsic goals, in addition to the more commonly considered mastery and performance goals. Social goals emerge from social concerns that are known to be particularly important for children and adolescents (Ladd, Herald-Brown, & Kochel, 2009; Urdan, 1997) , especially within schools that are inherently social environments (Lee, McInerney, Liem, & Ortiga, 2010) . In addition, the pursuit of external rewards for achievement could be more common than the competitive desire to outperform others (e.g., Brophy, 2005) .
PIT proposes that each of these four types of goals is universal and incorporates two facets, forming a multidimensional approach including eight distinct goal facets (McInerney & Ali, 2006; McInerney, 2012 ). Mastery goals encompass task involvement (i.e., being interested in schoolwork and in improving one's competence) and effort (i.e., readiness to try hard and persist to improve one's competence through schoolwork). Performance goals incorporate competition (i.e., desire to do better than others at schoolwork) and social power (i.e., desire to perform socially, to achieve social power and leadership, through schoolwork). Social goals 1 include affiliation (i.e., seeking opportunities to collaborate with other students at schoolwork) and social concern (i.e., being concerned for other students, seeking to help others students in the context of schoolwork). Finally, extrinsic goals cover praise (i.e., seeking social recognition, praise, and approval for one's schoolwork) and token reward (i.e., seeking tangible rewards for schoolwork, such as certificates and prizes). According to PIT, gender differences are likely to be expressed in the specific achievementrelated activities in which people decide to invest their efforts, as well as in the reasons underlying these decisions. PIT has led to the development of a companion measure of these eight goals, the Inventory of School Motivation (ISM; McInerney & Ali, 2006) . Psychometric research on the ISM has provided strong support for its a priori multidimensional structure across genders and cultural groups (e.g., students from Hong Kong, Philippines, Australia [Aboriginal or European background]; Ganotice, Bernardo, & King, 2012; McInerney, 2012) , making this instrument particularly well suited to the present study.
A Holistic Multiple-Goal Perspective
In line with PIT, research has generally supported the importance of recognizing that students can simultaneously endorse a variety of goals (Dowson & McInerney, 2003; Pintrich, 2000; Senko, Hulleman, & Harackiewicz, 2011) . For instance, some studies have shown that the combined endorsement of mastery and performance goals might yield more positive outcomes than their isolated adoption (e.g., Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001 ). These observations led Pintrich (2003) to suggest that research needed to move beyond simplistic unidimensional approaches to focus on the simultaneous operation of multiple goals within students, and on understanding how each specific goal may create a context for the other goals. Thus, on their own, performance goals may express a competitive desire to outperform others, whereas in association with mastery goals, they may reflect a desire to demonstrate mastery of a school subject. Alternatively, combined with social goals, they may reflect a desire to work collaboratively to increase performance within peer groups that value academic performance. A person-centered approach allowing for the identification of relatively homogeneous subgroups of participants presenting qualitatively and quantitatively distinct configurations of achievement goals (Morin & Marsh, 2015) represent a promising way to refine this holistic understanding of how achievement goals operate in combination (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2012) . Although the variable-centered investigation of interaction effects could also help to improve knowledge regarding the combined effects of goals, it is almost impossible to interpret interaction effects involving more than three variables, whereas no limit exists for profiles.
Previous research on multiple goals has generally been limited to the classical distinction between mastery and performance goals. This research has relied on a variety of methodological approaches including interaction effects (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001) , the comparison of arbitrary groups formed through a midpoint-split approach (Bouffard, Boisvert, Vezeau, & Larouche, 1995; Pintrich, 2000) , and true person-centered analyses including cluster analyses (Daniels et al., 2008; Meece & Holt, 1993) and latent profile analyses (LPAs; Luo, Paris, Hogan, & Luo, 2011; Pastor, Barron, Miller, & Davis, 2007; Tuominen-Soini, SalmelaAro, & Niemivirta, 2012) . These studies, conducted among samples of adolescents or university students from the United States, Canada, Singapore or Finland, have shown that mastery-oriented students tend to display more favorable academic outcomes, whereas students reporting a low level of both goals show the least adaptive academic outcomes. Results are less consistent for the combination of mastery and performance goals, showing that it predicts better, similar, or worse academic outcomes than the pure pursuit of mastery goals.
Only limited research has looked at combinations of multiple goals including social or extrinsic goals. Wentzel (1993) contrasted groups of sixth-and seventh-grade American students identified through a midpoint-split approach based on the degree to which they focused on social relationships or academic (a mastery and performance composite) goals. Her results showed that combining high social and academic goals was related to the highest levels of achievement, while combining high social and low academic goals was related to higher levels of academic achievement than combining low social and low academic goals. Finally, achievement levels observed for the high academic and low social goals combination did not significantly differ from those observed for the low social and low academic goals. In a midpoint-split study of performance, mastery, and social goals endorsed by Hong Kong adolescents, Watkins and Hattie (2012) found the highest achievement levels among students who adopted high mastery, high performance, and low social goals, as well as among those who endorsed high social and low mastery goals (regardless of performance goals). Students presenting high mastery, low performance, and high social goals showed the second lowest achievement scores. In total, a third of the students presented low levels on all three goals, whereas one fifth presented high levels on all three goals. The midpoint-split approach used in these two studies represents a key limitation, as this approach may fail to detect meaningful subpopulations, or force the extraction of subgroups that do not exist naturally .
In contrast to the midpoint-split approach, cluster analyses and LPAs do not create artificial subgroups. In addition, LPA has several advantages over cluster analyses (e.g., providing various indices for comparison, integration of covariates; for details, see Morin & Wang, 2016) . More importantly, in relation to the present investigation, LPA provides a way to systematically and quantitatively contrast person-centered solutions across meaningful subgroups of participants (Morin, Meyer, Creusier, & Biétry, 2016) . In one of the few true person-centered LPA studies focusing on mastery, performance and social goals, Shim and Finch (2014) identified six profiles of American adolescents, corresponding to three distinct patterns: (a and b) high levels of mastery and social goals, (c and d) moderate levels on all goals, and (e and f) low levels on all goals. Within each pattern, the key difference between pairs of profiles is that one profile (b, d, and f) always presented higher levels of social goals, or more diverse social goals, than the other (a, c, and e). The highest level of school adjustment (engagement, help seeking behaviors, adaptive learning strategies, and academic beliefs) was associated with the mastery-oriented profiles (a and b). The moderate profile with higher social goals (d) presented higher levels of school and social adjustment than the remaining profiles, while the low profile with higher social goals (f) did not differ from the other low profile (e). The authors concluded that social goals may help students with modest academic goals to stay engaged.
In a more recent LPA study of adolescents from the Netherlands focusing on the four broad types of ISM goals (i.e., mastery, performance, social, and extrinsic), Korpershoek, Kuyper, and van der Werf (2015) identified six profiles, again corresponding to fewer patterns: (a) a high level of performance and extrinsic goals, (b) a high level of mastery and social goals, (c) a high level on all goals, (d, e, and f) a low level on all goals, but extremely low levels of performance and extrinsic goals for profiles (e and f). School commitment and academic self-efficacy were found to be highest in profiles presenting high levels of achievement goals, and lowest in profiles characterized by lower than average levels of achievement goals. However, all profiles showed similar levels of academic achievement. These patterns were replicated across four educational tracks, although students in the lowest tracks were overrepresented in the profiles characterized by lower levels of achievement goals.
On the one hand, these studies support the value of considering achievement goals configurations in the prediction of educational outcomes. On the other hand, no study has yet considered the full array of eight achievement goal facets proposed by PIT. In addition, conclusions regarding the nature of these combinations from LPA studies remain unclear and hard to integrate given that both studies focused on a different set of goals operationalized differently. Finally, none of these studies addressed gender differences in goals combination and their associations with predictors and outcomes.
Gender and Achievement Goals
Gender differences in achievement goals are more inconsistent (Hyde & Durik, 2005) and further work is needed to better identify gender similarities or differences both in terms of goal endorsement and on the relations between goals, predictors, and outcomes (Hulleman & Senko, 2010; Meece & Painter, 2012) . In particular, the possibility of gender-differentiated developmental processes in terms of achievement goal configurations, and relations between these configurations and a series of predictors and outcomes appears to be particularly important to consider during adolescence. Adolescence tends to be accompanied by an intensification of gender-differentiated socialization processes and demands for gender role conformity, which become more salient with puberty (e.g., Hill & Lynch, 1983) . For this reason, gendered-differentiated interests and activities appear particularly salient during this development period (Ruble, Martin, & Berenbaum, 2006) .
In the school context, although gender differences in academic abilities seem negligible, such differences are far more likely to be present when considering self-regulation concepts such as goals, motivation, or expectancies (Meece & Painter, 2012) . For instance, gender may influence students' social interactions, which can subsequently affect motivational processes (Hyde & Durik, 2005) . Gender differences on these concepts are not trivial, as they can affect achievement, academic pathways, career choices, and even vocational outcomes (Meece & Painter, 2012) , which are likely to have significant implications in later life (Eccles, Templeton, Barber, & Stone, 2003) .
A well-documented gender difference is that females tend to focus on interdependence, whereas males tend to focus on independence (Cross & Madson, 1997; Helgeson, 1994) . Socialization has a major role to play in this specific differentiation and students' goals could be affected by those tendencies (Cross & Madson, 1997) . For instance, these tendencies could affect competition, affiliation, and social concerns goals. Parental practices could influence students to adopt certain types of goals in function of their gender (Kenney-Benson, Pomerantz, Ryan, & Patrick, This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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2006). As an example, Yee and Eccles (1988) found that parents attributed success in math to talent for males and to effort for females, which could affect the endorsement of mastery goals.
Previous Research on Gender Differences in Goal Endorsement
In previous research based on the classical mastery/performance distinction, results generally showed that female students were more likely than males to pursue mastery goals (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Gherasim, Butnaru, & Mairean, 2012; McInerney, Hinkley, Dowson, & Van Etten, 1998; Nie & Liem, 2013) . These results further showed these differences to be consistent across cultures (e.g., Americans, Romanians, Anglo and Aboriginal Australians, Chinese) and developmental level (adolescents and young adults). This difference generalizes to the science domain, a stereotypically male discipline (Anderman & Young, 1994) , although some studies report higher levels of mastery goals in science among low ability males students (Meece & Jones, 1996) , or no differences at all (Greene, DeBacker, Ravindran, & Krows, 1999 ; for a review see Hyde & Durik, 2005) . Results are even more inconsistent for performance goals, showing higher levels among males (Anderman & Young, 1994; Linnenbrink, Ryan, & Pintrich, 1999; McInerney et al., 1998) or females (Bouffard et al., 1995; Harackiewicz, Barron, Carter, Lehto, & Elliot, 1997; Wentzel, 1993) .
Less research has been conducted on social or extrinsic goals, again with inconclusive results. McInerney et al. (1998) did not find gender differences on social goals level among Australian adolescents from different cultural backgrounds. Investigating five types of social goals among Filipino adolescents, King, McInerney, and Watkins (2012) results showed gender differences on most goals, with females being more likely than males to pursue social responsibility, social concern, and social status goals, and males being more likely to pursue social affiliation goals. Studies using other theoretical frameworks than PIT to operationalize social goals also supported these results, suggesting that females were more likely to endorse social responsibility goals and friendship goals, whereas males endorsed more social status goals (Patrick, Hicks, & Ryan, 1997; Wentzel, 1993; Wentzel, Filisetti, & Looney, 2007) . Regarding extrinsic goals, Midgley and Urdan (1995) found that male adolescents were more likely than their female counterparts to endorse such goals, whereas Urdan (1997) found the opposite, and no differences were reported by Kasser and Ryan (1996) among young adults. Finally, King and Ganotice (2014) found that Filipino adolescent females scored higher than males on social, extrinsic, and mastery goals, but not on performance goals (also see .
Goal Profiles
Although gender differences on specific goals endorsement have been found in variable-centered studies, it remains unclear how these differences translate to a person-centered perspective. As mentioned above, females generally tend to present higher levels of mastery and social goals relative to males. These differences could be reflected in profiles in different ways. On the one hand, gender-specific profiles may be observed, such as profiles characterized by higher levels of mastery and social goals which may be specific to female students. On the other hand, the structure of the profiles could be equivalent across genders, but females might be more frequently represented in profiles characterized by higher level on these specific goals relative to males.
To our knowledge, no study has yet extracted achievement goal profiles independently for male and female students, making it impossible to clearly ascertain whether the nature of the profiles can differ across genders. To date, person-centered studies have simply contrasted the relative frequency of male and female students in profiles extracted while only considering mastery and performance goals. Once again, the results from these studies tend to be highly inconsistent, possibly due to the reliance on suboptimal midpoint splits strategies and the consideration of a limited number of goals. For instance, Bouffard et al. (1995) found that the proportion of late adolescent female students was significantly higher in the high-mastery/high-performance profile, whereas males were more numerous than females in low-mastery/lowperformance profile. No gender differences were observed for the profiles with a dominant type of goal (either high-mastery/lowperformance or low-mastery/high performance). Among fifth-and sixth graders, Meece and Holt (1993) also observed a male dominance in low-mastery/low-performance group, but found a greater proportion of females in the high-mastery/low-performance group. In contrast, Levy-Tossman, Kaplan, and Assor (2007) found a greater proportion of Israeli male adolescents in the high performance profile, a greater proportion of females in the low performance profile, but no gender differences in the high-mastery/highperformance profile.
Goal Outcomes and Predictors
Very little research has looked at possible gender-differentiated patterns of associations between predictors and achievement goals, and between achievement goals and educational outcomes (Covington, 2000; Hyde & Durik, 2005) . In fact, gender is more commonly assessed as a predictor of achievement goals than as a moderator of their associations with a variety of covariates, when it is not simply treated as a control variable (e.g., Hulleman, Durik, Schweigert, & Harackiewicz, 2008) . Still, a more refined understanding of gender as a determinant of the nature of achievement goals profiles, and of the relations between these profiles and a variety of predictors and outcomes, appears critical to the design of motivational interventions sensitive to differences in boys and girls educational pathways. For instance, some studies showed that performance goals are especially beneficial for males in regard to the use of metacognitive strategies, motivation, work memory, and affiliation with peers who value education (Bouffard et al., 1995; Linnenbrink et al., 1999; Urdan, 1997) . Research also suggested that performance goals tended to be associated with greater levels of academic performance for both males and females (Bouffard et al., 1995; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002) , while another study found that they only predicted mathematic achievement for adolescent females (Gherasim et al., 2012) . In contrast, mastery goals predicted more desirable academic outcomes for both males and females (Bouffard et al., 1995) . In terms of predictors, we only found two studies investigating gender differences. Results suggest that incremental and fixed views of ability (Chen & Pajares, 2010) and individual-and social-oriented This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
achievement motives (Nie & Liem, 2013) predicted achievement goals similarly across genders. Thus, preliminary research evidence, at least regarding achievement goals outcomes, suggests that gender-differentiated pathways could explain the inconsistent results obtained in certain studies (Hyde & Durik, 2005; Midgley, Kaplan, & Middleton, 2001) . Social goals are clearly one area where gender differences can be expected (e.g., independence vs. interdependence). However, so far a single study has looked at gender differences in this area, and has revealed similar relations between social competence goals and students' social adjustment for both males and females (Ryan & Shim, 2008) .
The Present Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate whether male and female students share similar goal configurations (based on the eight goals dimensions covered in the ISM), and whether the predictors and outcomes of these configurations are similar across genders. In a first step, we extracted latent profiles separately for each gender. Although we consider a greater number of goals in the current study, based on the results from previous LPA studies, we also expected to find around six profiles (Korpershoek et al., 2015; Shim & Finch, 2014) .
Second, we investigated the degree to which the profiles would be replicated across genders, using a new methodology designed to assess the similarity of latent profiles across groups (Morin, 2016; Morin & Wang, 2016) . As previous research only compared the relative frequency of males and females in profiles extracted from a total sample, our approach remains exploratory. Still, based on previous studies, we expected females to be more frequent in profiles relatively high in mastery or social goals, and males to be frequent in profiles relatively high in performance and extrinsic goals.
Third, we extend previous research by considering educational outcomes of achievement goals profiles, predictors of profile membership, and the extent to which relations with these predictors and outcomes generalize across genders. To support the idea that profiles reflect substantively important subgroups, it is critical to follow a systematic process of construct validation aimed at demonstrating that the profiles have heuristic and theoretical value and meaningfully relate to outcomes and predictors Muthén, 2003) .
Outcomes
Achievement goals have been repeatedly found to predict important educational outcomes. For instance, learning processes have commonly been studied as potentially important outcomes of achievement goals in variable-centered studies, which have generally reported positive relations between (a) mastery and social goals and the adoption of deep learning strategies (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; King, McInerney, & Watkins, 2010 Watkins & Hattie, 2012) ; (b) performance goals and the adoption of superficial (Hulleman, Schrager, Bodmann, & Harackiewicz, 2010) and deep (Watkins & Hattie, 2012) learning strategies. In a person-centered study, Dela Rosa and Bernardo (2013) found that adolescents who endorsed both mastery and performance goals reported a greater use of deep learning strategies. Task perseverance is also a relevant educational outcome to consider (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001) , and research has shown that it tended to be positively related to both mastery and performance goals (Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999) . In physical education settings, Guan, Xiang, Ron, and April (2006) found that social responsibility goals more strongly predicted persistence than mastery or performance goals. Another potentially crucial outcome of academic goals, especially when considered from a multidimensional perspective, is students' future aspirations. From a developmental perspective, future aspirations are particularly important to consider, as they are known to predict educational attainment (Beal & Crockett, 2010) . Lee et al. (2010) suggested that future aspirations can emerge from academic and learning activities, and that encouraging both mastery and performance goals could enhance various life-ambitions. They found that intrinsic future aspirations (career, family, society) were more strongly related to mastery goals, while extrinsic future aspirations (fame and wealth) were more strongly related to performance goals. To a weaker extent, performance goals positively predicted intrinsic future aspirations, whereas mastery goals negatively predicted extrinsic future aspirations. As future aspirations processes and their perceived importance can vary across genders (Greene & DeBacker, 2004; Kasser & Ryan, 1996) , achievement goal profiles may also have different consequences across genders.
Predictors
The environment can have a substantial impact on motivational processes (Maehr & Zusho, 2009 ). For instance, factors such as the perceived quality of interactions with peers, parents, and teachers, as well as school-related interest, valuing and affect have been proposed to play a key role in shaping achievement goals (McInerney, Dowson, & Yeung, 2005) . Wentzel found that perceived teacher support positively predicted the pursuit of prosocial and social responsibility goals (Wentzel, 1997) , whereas peer rejection negatively predicted prosocial goals (Wentzel, 2003) . Ciani, Sheldon, Hilpert, and Easter (2011) also found that perceiving teachers as controlling decreased mastery goals adoption while perceiving them as supportive had the opposite effect. Similarly, Urdan (1997) showed that affiliating with peers who did not value education negatively predicted mastery goals adoption. Harackiewicz, Durik, Barron, Linnenbrink-Garcia, and Tauer (2008) revealed reciprocal effects between interest and mastery goals adoption in a longitudinal study of college students. A key issue that has yet to be investigated is the extent to which the effects of these facilitating conditions will generalize across genders and how these predictive relations involving individual goals will be transformed when considered from a multidimensional perspective.
Method

Participants and Procedures
A total of 7,848 Hong Kong students from 16 high schools participated in a 2-year longitudinal study conducted between 2010 and 2011 (M age ϭ 13.3 years, SD ϭ 1.1, 53.8% males; gender was self-reported by the students). Each year, participants were invited to complete, during usual school periods, a 35-min This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
paper questionnaire targeting achievement goals and learning strategies. Most of the participants reported Cantonese as their main language (91.1%), while the remaining mentioned Mandarin, English, or others. Parents' highest educational level was mostly high school (junior or senior, 68%). At Time 1, 32.0%, 33.3% and 34.7% were respectively enrolled in Secondary 2 (Year 8), 3 (Year 9), and 4 (Year 10); 7,174 students provided Time 2 data regarding the outcomes (8.6% attrition). These students did not significantly differ from those who dropped out on Time 1 measures. & Ali, 2006) was used to assess the eight dimensions of achievement goals proposed by PIT: (a) task (four items, ␣ ϭ .782; e.g., "I like to see that I am improving in my schoolwork"), (b) effort (seven items, ␣ ϭ .864; e.g., "I work hard to try to understand new things at school"), (c) competition (six items, ␣ ϭ .857; e.g., "I like to compete with others at school"), (d) social power (six items, ␣ ϭ .881; e.g., "It is very important for me to be a group leader"), (e) affiliation (three items, ␣ ϭ .693; e.g., "I try to work with friends as much as possible at school"), (f) social concerns (four items, ␣ ϭ .828; e.g., "It is very important for students to help each other at school"), (g) praise (five items, ␣ ϭ .902; e.g., "Praise from my teachers for my good schoolwork is important to me"), (h) token reward (five items, ␣ ϭ .890; e.g., "I work best in class when I can get some kind of reward"). Participants were asked to rate each item using a 4-point Likert scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 4 ϭ strongly agree).
Measures Achievement goals (Time 1). The ISM (McInerney
Outcomes (Time 2). Potential outcomes were measured at Time 2. First, the Future Goals Questionnaire (Lee et al., 2010) was used to assess students' future aspirations in the following areas: fame (three items, ␣ ϭ .918; e.g., "I want to become a famous person in my society"), career (three items, ␣ ϭ .912; e.g., "I want to get a good work position"), wealth (three items, ␣ ϭ .877; e.g., "I want to make a lot of money"), family (three items, ␣ ϭ .914; e.g., "I want to support my future family"), and society (three items, ␣ ϭ .857; e.g., "I want to make a contribution to my society"). Second, deep (five items, ␣ ϭ .836; e.g., "When I study, I relate new knowledge to my prior knowledge") and surface (five items, ␣ ϭ .667; e.g., "I tend to study only the scope of examination, and don't study anything extra") learning were assessed using the Learning Process Questionnaire (Biggs, 1987; McInerney, Cheng, Mok, & Lam, 2012) . Third, five items were used to assess task perseverance (␣ ϭ .857; e.g., "I do not stop my work even if it is very difficult). Participants were asked to rate every outcome-related item using a 4-point Likert scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 4 ϭ strongly agree).
Predictors (Time 1). Predictors were assessed using the Facilitating Conditions Questionnaire (McInerney et al., 2005; Yeung, McInerney, & Ali, 2014) . This instrument measures seven dimensions: (a) school valuing (four items, ␣ ϭ .764; e.g., "Doing well at school is really important to my future"), affect toward school (three items, ␣ ϭ .656; e.g., "The subjects at school interest me"), positive influence by peers (four items, ␣ ϭ .617; e.g., "Most of my friends want to do well at school"), negative influence by peers (three items, ␣ ϭ .866; e.g., "My friends say I should leave school as soon as possible"), support from parents (four items, ␣ ϭ .786; e.g., "If I decided to go on to college or university, my father would encourage me"), negative influence by parents (four items, ␣ ϭ .902; e.g., "My mother encourages me to leave school as soon as possible"), and support from teachers (three items, ␣ ϭ .650; e.g., "I get encouragement from some of my teachers to do well at school"). Participants rated each item on a 4-point Likert scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 4 ϭ strongly agree).
Data Analysis
Latent profile analyses. Analyses were conducted from factor scores representing participants' levels on the eight ISM achievement goals, using Mplus 7.3 (Muthén, & Muthén, 2014) robust Maximum Likelihood estimator and taking into account students' nesting within schools with the Mplus design-based correction of standard errors (Asparouhov, 2005) . These factors scores are estimated in standardized units (M ϭ 0, SD ϭ 1) and were saved from measurement models which fully supported the factor validity and measurement invariance of the ISM across genders (see Morin, Boudrias, Marsh, Madore, & Desrumaux, 2016; Morin, Meyer, et al., 2016 , for a discussion of the advantages of using factor scores in LPA). Factor scores can be readily interpreted as deviations from the grand mean expressed in SD units and are comparable across genders and profiles. The measurement models used to extract the factor scores are reported in the online supplements.
Previous research led us to expect up to six profiles. However, given the greater number of goals considered in this study, solutions including up to seven latent profiles were considered. In these models, indicators' means, but not their variances, were freely estimated across profiles. Alternative models relying on the free estimation of indicators' variances across profiles converged on improper solutions or did not converge at all, which suggests overparameterization and the need to rely on more parsimonious models (Bauer & Curran, 2003; Chen, Bollen, Paxton, Curran, & Kirby, 2001 ). Models were estimated based on 5,000 random sets of start values, 100 iterations per random start, and the 200 best solutions retained for final stage optimization. These values were respectively increased to 10,000, 1,000, and 500 in the models used to test the similarity of the profiles across genders. Each solution converged on a well-replicated log-likelihood value.
The conditional independence assumption of classical LPA is that the presence of the latent categorical variable representing the profiles will be sufficient to explain all of the observed correlations between the indicators (goals; Vermunt & Magidson, 2002) . This relatively strong assumption is frequently too stringent for real-life settings, and can result in the overextraction of spurious latent profiles (Bauer & Curran, 2003; Peugh & Fan, 2013) . Notably, Morin and Marsh (2015) highlighted the unrealism of this requirement when profile indicators can be assumed to reflect a single overarching factor (i.e., global motivation in the present study, e.g., McInerney & Ali, 2006) , and proposed factor mixture analyses as a way to relax this conditional independence assumption. In line with this recommendation, the present study rely on a factor mixture approach to LPA (Lubke & Muthén, 2005) , relying on the inclusion of a continuous latent factor to control for the variance shared across all indicators. This approach results in the estimation of profiles presenting clearer structural differences on individual achievement goals beyond students' level of global motivation (Morin & Marsh, 2015) . In the current study, preliminary analyses This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
further supported the superiority of this approach over that of classical LPA models who tended to result in a reduced level of fit to the data as shown by the comparison of Tables S4 and S5 of the online supplemental materials. Deciding on the optimal number of profiles to retain can be challenging in LPA applications, and typically relies on (e.g., Muthén, 2003) the following: (a) the theoretical meaning and conformity of the solution, (b) the statistical adequacy of the solution (Bauer & Curran, 2004) , (c) a variety of statistical indicators. These statistical indicators include the Akaike information criterion (AIC); the Bayesian information criterion (BIC); the consistent AIC (CAIC); the sample-adjusted BIC (SABIC); the Lo, Mendell, and Rubin (2001; LMR) likelihood ratio test; and the bootstrap likelihood ratio test. Unfortunately, the bootstrap likelihood ratio test is not available in this study as the models are estimated using a design-based correction of standard errors (accounting for students' nesting within schools). Lower values on the AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC indicate better fitting models, while a nonsignificant p value associated with the LMR supports the selection of a model including one less profile. Results from a variety of simulation studies support the efficacy of the CAIC, BIC, and SABIC (e.g., Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007; Tofighi & Enders, 2008) . However, with large samples these indicators frequently keep on improving with the addition of latent profiles to the model without ever reaching a minimum . When this happens, the information criteria (AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC) need to be inspected to locate the point at which their decrease with the addition of latent profiles become negligible (Morin, Maïano, et al., 2011; Petras & Masyn, 2010) . This process can be facilitated by the reliance on a graphical depiction of these indicators (i.e., an elbow plot). Another useful indicator, which should not be used to select the optimal number of profiles, is the entropy (Lubke & Muthén, 2007) . The entropy is typically used once the optimal number of profiles has been retained to describe the classification accuracy of the solution. It varies from 0 to 1 and, with higher values suggesting a more accurate classification.
Gender comparison models, predictors, and outcomes. Once the optimal number of profiles has been identified separately in each gender group, the degree of similarity of the extracted LPA solution across genders can be examined more systematically using multiple Group LPA models. In these models, the grouping variable is specified in Mplus using the KNOWNCLASS function. A systematic framework for multiple group analyses of profile similarity has recently been proposed by Morin (2016; Morin, Meyer, et al., 2016) . We follow this sequence in the present study. Tests of configural similarity first verify whether the same number of profiles can be identified for males and females participants. Then, tests of structural similarity verify whether the withinprofile means on the achievement goals are similar across genders. In a third step, tests of dispersion similarity assess whether the within-profile variances the achievement goals are similar across genders. Fourth, test of distributional similarity verify whether the relative size of the profiles is equal across genders.
Distal outcomes (i.e., future aspirations, task perseverance, and learning processes) can then be incorporated to the final latent profile solution based on the results from the first four steps of the sequence. This inclusion permits tests of explanatory similarity, in which the equivalence of the within-profile means of these outcomes across genders can be verified. In LPA models including distal outcomes, mean-level differences across specific pairs of profiles or gender groups can be tested using the Mplus MODEL CONSTRAINT function (e.g., Raykov & Marcoulides, 2004 ; for an application, see Kam, Morin, Meyer, & Topolnytsky, 2016) . Finally, predictors (i.e., facilitating conditions) of profile membership can also be integrated to the final latent profile solution based on the results from the first four steps of the sequence through a multinomial logistic regression. The incorporation of predictors allows for tests of predictive similarity, by constraining multinomial logistic regressions coefficients to equality across genders. A strong assumption of LPA is that the profiles remain unaffected by inclusion of the predictors and outcomes . To ensure that this did not happen, we followed Morin, Meyer, et al. (2016) recommendations and estimated all models including outcomes and predictors using the start values from the model retained in the first four steps.
Across the full sequence, models including equality constraints across gender groups are compared to less restricted models, using the information criteria (AIC, CAIC, BIC, SABIC; Lubke & Neale, 2006; Petras & Masyn, 2010) . Lower values on at least two of those criteria suggest that the equality constraints are supported by the data . Annotated Mplus input codes for the gender comparison models estimated here are reported in the online supplements, as well as the correlations among all of variables considered in the present study (see Table S3 ). Figure 1 presents a graphical representation of the models estimated in the current study, and presents a summary of the various steps used in these profile similarity tests.
Results
Achievement Goal Profiles
The fit indices for solutions including one to seven latent profiles estimated separately in each gender groups are reported in the online supplements (see Table S4 ). For both genders, the AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC kept on improving with the addition of latent profiles, providing only limited information to help in the selection of the optimal number of latent profiles. The adjusted LMR was not really more informative, suggesting one profile for males and no clear-cut solution for females. To complement this information, we relied on a graphical representation of the values of these information criteria (Morin, Maïano, et al., 2011; Petras & Masyn, 2010) . These elbow plots are reported in the online supplements (see Figure S1 and S2), and show that decreases in values of most information criteria tend to flatten around five profiles for both males and females. Examination of the five-profile solution, and of bordering four-and six-profile solutions, showed that all solutions were fully proper statistically. This examination also revealed that adding a fifth profile resulted in the addition of a well-defined qualitatively distinct and theoretically meaningful profile, whereas adding a sixth profile often resulted in the arbitrary division of an existing profile into two distinct profiles differing only quantitatively from one another. The five-profile solution was thus retained for each gender, providing a reasonable level of classification accuracy with an entropy of .749 for males and .703 for females. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Gender Similarity (Structural, Dispersion, and Distributional) of the Profiles
The goodness-of fit results of the models assessing the similarity of the retained five-profile solution across genders are reported in Table 1 . From an initial unconstrained multiple-group five-profile model of configural similarity, we first estimated a model of structural similarity by constraining the within-profile means on the achievement goals to be equal across genders. This model resulted in higher values on the AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC, suggesting that the structure of the profiles may not be fully invariant across genders. From this model, we estimated a first model of partial structural similarity, allowing one of the profiles to differ across groups. This model also resulted in higher values on the AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC when compared to the model of configural similarity. We thus estimated a second model of partial structural similarity, in which two of the profiles were allowed to differ across genders. This specific model resulted in lower values on the CAIC and the BIC relative to the model of configural similarity, and was thus retained for the following steps.
Second, we estimated a model of dispersion similarity by constraining the levels of within-profile variability on the achievement goals to be equal across genders for the three structurally invariant profiles. This model resulted in lower values on the AIC, CAIC, BIC and the SABIC than the model of partial structural similarity, thereby supporting the partial dispersion similarity of the profiles. In essence, these results show that, whenever profile structure is equivalent across genders, the level of within-group variability (or homogeneity of the profiles) is also equivalent. Finally, we estimated a model of distributional similarity by constraining the relative sizes (i.e., class probabilities) of all latent profiles to be equal across genders. This model resulted in an increase in the value of all information criteria, showing that the relative sizes of the profiles differed between males and females. As the distribution similarity was not supported, the model for dispersion similarity was retained for interpretation and for the next stages.
The profiles are illustrated in Figure 2 , while the exact withinprofile means of the achievement goals are reported in the online supplements (Table S6 ). The relative sizes of the profile are reported in Table 2 . Profiles 1 to 3 are equivalent across genders, while the structure of Profiles 4 and 5 differs across genders. Profile 1 is characterized by high (task involvement) and moderately high (effort) levels of mastery goals coupled with high levels of competition goals and moderately high levels of praise goals. Levels of social goals (social concern and affiliation) are particularly low, while levels of social power and token reward goals are closer to the average. This "mastery-competition oriented" profile describes students who are particularly involved in mastering their schoolwork, more competitive and less likely to care about their classmates in comparison to other students. This profile is slightly more frequent among females (12%) relative to males (8%).
Profile 2 is characterized by average or slightly above average levels on most achievement goals. This "moderately motivated" profile is similarly frequent among males (36%) and females (37%) students, and is the most prevalent profile for females. In contrast, Profile 3 is characterized by high levels of mastery (task and effort) and social (affiliation and social concern) goals, coupled with low levels of performance (competition and social power) and token reward goals but average levels of praise goals. This "mastery-socially oriented" profile characterizes students who especially care about mastering the school content and about their relationships with their classmates in comparison with other students, and is twice as much prevalent among females (23%) relative to males (11%).
Although the results showed that the nature of Profiles 4 and 5 differ across genders, they also suggest that the differences are minimal for Profile 4. Thus, for both males and females, this profile is characterized by high levels of social power and token rewards goals, low levels of task involvement goals and moderately low levels of effort, affiliation, social concern and praise goals. The magnitude of the within-profile discrepancy in levels Figure 1 . Graphical illustration of the models tested on the present study. The generic latent profile analyses model is expressed as i
2 (e.g., Lazarsfeld & Henry, 1968; Peugh & Fan, 2013) . For k latent profiles estimated from i observed indicators (y1 to yi), the latent profile analyses model decomposes the variance into betweenprofile (the first term) and within-profile (the second term) components. In this expression, the profile-specific means ( ik ) and variances ( ik 2 ) of the observed indicators are expressed in relation to the density function k , reflecting the proportion of participants in each profile. In the current study, a continuous latent factor (F) is added to the model to control for global motivation tendencies shared across indicators (grayscale). This factor mixture model (latent profile model with the continuous latent factor) is enclosed in a grayscale box marked with doted lines and related to gender, to show that the complete model can be freely estimated in both gender groups. Predictors (P) can then be added to this model via a multinomial logistic regression, and outcomes (O) can be added and specified as additional profile indicators. Gender is specified as a moderator of these relations between predictors, profiles and outcomes to show that these relations can be freely estimated across genders. In this figure, the latent categorical variable representing the profiles is illustrated by the hexagon, the latent continuous factor (F) is represent by a circle, and the observed variables (indicators y1 to yi, predictors P, outcomes O and gender) are represented by rectangles. Tests of configural similarity, simply involve the estimation of the same number of profiles (k) across groups. Tests of structural similarity constrain the within-profile means ( ik ) to equality across groups. Tests of dispersion similarity constrain the withinprofile variances ( ik 2 ) to equality across groups. Tests of distributional similarity constrain the relative size of the profiles to equality across groups ( k ). Tests of predictive similarity constrain the logistic regressions between predictors (P) and profiles to equality across groups. Finally, tests of explanatory similarity constrain the relations between profiles and outcomes (O) to equality across groups. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
between mastery goals (low) and social power and rewards goals (high) appears more pronounced among females relative to males, whereas levels of competition goals are slightly higher among males (above average) relative to females (average). Based on similarities across groups, we use the label "social power and rewards oriented" to describe this profile. It is noteworthy that this social power and rewards oriented profile is the one with the highest proportion of males (41%), which are four times more represented in this profile than females (11%). This profile describes students for whom academic motivation appears to be more anchored into a desire to acquire social power and tangible rewards, in comparison with other students, a goal that seems to involve a higher level of competitiveness among males. In contrast to Profile 4, gender differences in the structure of Profile 5 are clearer. For males, this profile is characterized by high level of mastery (task and effort) goals, a moderately high level of competition goals, average or moderately low levels of social power, affiliation, and social concerns goals, and extremely low levels of extrinsic goals (praise and token). This male-specific "mastery oriented" only characterizes 4% of the males included in this sample. For females, this profile rather characterizes 17% of "moderately unmotivated" participants.
Explanatory Similarity of the Profiles
Distal outcomes (i.e., future aspirations, task perseverance, and learning processes) were added to the final model of partial dispersion similarity. We first estimated a model in which the withinprofile levels of outcomes were freely estimated across genders, and contrasted this model with one in which these levels were constrained to be invariant across genders (explanatory similarity). As shown in Table 1 , this model resulted in higher values for the AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC, thus failing to support the explanatory similarity of the model. The mean levels of each outcome across genders and profiles, and tests of significance, are reported in Table 3 .
These results are fairly consistent across outcomes for males. Thus, levels of future aspirations related to fame, wealth, family and society, as well as task perseverance and deep learning, tend to be lower in Profile 1 (mastery-competition oriented), followed, in order, by Profiles 2 (moderately motivated), 3 (mastery-socially oriented), 4 (social power and rewards oriented), with the highest levels observed in Profile 5 (mastery oriented). For all of these comparisons, the only few nonsignificant differences are related to the levels of fame that are equivalent in Profiles 2 and 3, and to the levels of family, society, task perseverance and deep learning which are indistinguishable in Profiles 3 and 4. Levels of future aspirations related to the career reveal a similar pattern of differences, with the exception that career aspirations are higher (and similar) in Profiles 3 (mastery-socially oriented) and 5 (mastery oriented) than in Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented). The only outcome for which the results are different is the reliance on surface learning strategies, with lower levels in Profile 1 (mastery-competition oriented) in comparison to any other profile. They are also lower in Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented) than 2 (moderately motivated) and 4 (social power and rewards oriented), and in Profile 2 than in Profile 4.
Differences between profiles in outcome levels are less consistent for females. The most consistent result is that Profile 2 (moderately motivated) was associated with lowest scores on every outcome, with the exception of surface learning strategies which are slightly less utilized in Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented). Looking more attentively at differences between the remaining profiles, the results are specific to each outcome. In regard to levels of future aspirations, fame is lower in Profiles 3 (mastery- Note. LL ϭ model log-likelihood; #fp ϭ number of free parameters; scaling ϭ scaling factor associated with MLR log-likelihood estimates; AIC ϭ Akaike information criteria; CAIC ϭ constant AIC; BIC ϭ Bayesian information criteria; SABIC ϭ sample-size adjusted BIC; V, variances; P ϭ class probabilities. These analyses are all based on a factor mixture approach to latent profile analyses, including a class-invariant latent factor controlling for global levels of motivation. Lower values on the AIC, CAIC, BIC and the SABIC (in comparison to the previous test of profile similarity) are indicated in bold face.
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socially oriented) and 5 (moderately unmotivated) relative to Profiles 1 (mastery-competition oriented) and 4 (social power and rewards oriented). Levels of career aspirations are lower in Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented) than in Profiles 1 (Masterycompetition oriented), 3 (mastery-socially oriented), and 5 (moderately unmotivated). Levels of wealth aspirations are lower in Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented) than in Profile 5 (moderately unmotivated), and lower in Profile 5 than in Profiles 1 (masterycompetition oriented) and 4 (social power and rewards oriented). Levels of family aspirations are lower in Profile 5 (moderately unmotivated) than in Profiles 1 (mastery-competition oriented), 3 (mastery-socially oriented), and 4 (social power and rewards oriented), and higher in Profile 1 than in Profile 3. Levels of society aspirations are lower in Profile 5 (moderately unmotivated) relative to Profiles 1 (mastery-competition oriented), 3 (masterysocially oriented), and 4 (social power and rewards oriented). Levels of task perseverance are lower in Profile 1 (masterycompetition oriented) than in Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented), and in Profile 3 than in Profile 5 (moderately unmotivated). Levels of deep learning strategies are lower in Profiles 1 (masterycompetition oriented) and 5 (moderately unmotivated) than in Profiles 3 (mastery-socially oriented) and 4 (social power and rewards oriented). Finally, levels of surface learning are higher in Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented) relative to any other profiles, and higher in Profile 2 (moderately motivated) relative to Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented). Overall, these findings suggest gender-differentiated relations between profiles and outcomes. This differentiation could be partly due to the fact that the structure of Profile 5 differs across genders. For males, this profile (mastery oriented) appears to be associated with some of the most positive outcomes, whereas it (moderately unmotivated) appears far less desirable for females. However, one very similar result is that Profile 2 (moderately motivated) tends to be related to low levels on most desirable outcomes for both genders, although the situation is even worse for males corresponding to Profile 1 (mastery-competition oriented) suggesting that combining competitive goals with mastery goals has undesired effects for males. Interestingly, this same profile appears to predict relatively strong future aspirations across domains for females, Note. Profile 1 ϭ mastery-competition oriented; Profile 2 ϭ moderately motivated; Profile 3 ϭ mastery-socially oriented; Profile 4 ϭ Social power and rewards oriented; Profile 5 for males ϭ mastery oriented; Profile 5 for females ϭ moderately unmotivated. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
although it remains associated with relatively low levels of task perseverance and deep learning strategies. Another interesting result is that, with few exceptions, Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented) appears to be associated with relatively positive outcomes among both males and females, in a manner highly similar to that observed in Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented).
Predictive Similarity of the Profiles
Predictors (i.e., facilitating conditions) were finally added to the model of partial dispersion similarity described earlier. We first estimated a model in which the effects of the predictors on the probability of membership into the profiles were freely estimated across genders, and contrasted this model with one in which these relations were constrained to be equal across genders (i.e., predictive similarity). As shown in Table 1 , the model of deterministic similarity resulted in lower values for the CAIC, BIC, and SABIC, thus supporting the complete predictive similarity of the model across genders. This result also supports the previous observation that the fourth profile presented similarities across genders by showing that this profile apparently relates similarly to predictors across genders. Interestingly, this result also suggests that the mechanisms involved in the development of the fifth profile (mastery-oriented for males or moderately unmotivated for females) share at least some levels of similarity. Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that this profile presents a genderdifferentiated structure, an issue to which we come back in the discussion. The results from this multinomial logistic regression are reported in Table 4 .
Starting with school valuing, the results show that students who tend to value school to a greater extent are more likely to be members of Profile 1 (mastery-competition oriented) in comparison to all other profiles, followed by Profile 2 (moderately motivated) compared to Profiles 3 (mastery-socially oriented), 4 (social power and rewards oriented), and 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated). These students are also more likely to correspond to Profiles 3 (mastery-socially oriented) or 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated) relative to Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented). Regarding school affect, the results show that students presenting a more positive affect toward school present a higher likelihood of membership into Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented) in comparison to any other profiles, as well as a higher likelihood of membership into Profiles 2 (moderately motivated) and 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated) relative to Profiles 1 (mastery-competition oriented) and 4 (social power and rewards oriented). Similarly, these students are more likely to correspond to Profile 1 (mastery-competition oriented) relative to Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented). These results suggest that valuing schooling (i.e., finding that school is useful for more extrinsic reasons) tends to predict membership into profiles characterized by higher levels of academic motivation, but not into profiles in which the key driver of motivation is a masteryorientation disconnected from performance goals (i.e., Profiles 3 and 5 among males) for which a more intrinsic interest in school (i.e., school affect) appears to be more critical.
Regarding peers, the results show that exposure to positive peer influence predict an increased likelihood of membership into Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented) relative to all other profiles, as well as in Profiles 2 (moderately motivated), 4 (social power and rewards oriented), and 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated) relative to Profile 1 (mastery-competition oriented). In 
Note. FA ϭ future aspirations. These analyses are all based on a factor mixture approach to latent profile analyses, including a class-invariant latent factor controlling for global levels of motivation. Profile 1 ϭ mastery-competition oriented; Profile 2 ϭ moderately motivated; Profile 3 ϭ mastery-socially oriented; Profile 4 ϭ Social power and rewards oriented; Profile 5 for males ϭ mastery oriented; Profile 5 for females ϭ moderately unmotivated.
contrast, higher levels of negative peer influence predict an increased likelihood of membership into Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented) relative to all other profiles, as well as in Profiles 2 (moderately motivated) and 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated) relative to Profiles 1 (mastery-competition oriented) and 3 (mastery-socially oriented). These results show that positive peer influence predicts a higher likelihood in the profile characterized by the highest levels of social goals (Profile 3) as well as a lower likelihood of membership in the profile characterized by the lowest levels of social goals (Profile 1). In contrast, negative peer influence rather predicts a greater likelihood of membership into the profile in which the key focus of motivation is the attainment of tangible rewards and social power (Profile 4). The effects of parental influence on academic motivation profiles appear to be less pronounced than the effects of peers and teachers. More precisely, parental support mainly predicts an increased likelihood of membership into Profile 1 (masterycompetition oriented) in comparison to Profiles 4 (Social power and rewards oriented) and 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated), as well as into Profile 2 (moderately motivated) in comparison to Profile 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated). In contrast, negative parental influence predicts a greater likelihood of membership into Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented) relative to Profiles 1 (mastery-competition oriented), 2 (moderately motivated), and 3 (mastery-socially oriented). These results suggest that parental influence appears limited to the prediction of slightly higher levels of global motivation in a pattern that is generally similar, albeit less marked, than the one observed for school valuing.
Finally, higher levels of perceived teacher support predict a higher likelihood of membership into Profile 4 (social power and rewards oriented) relative to all other profiles, as well as in Profile 2 (moderately motivated) relative to Profiles 1 (masterycompetition oriented) and 3 (mastery-socially oriented).
Teacher support also predicts a higher likelihood of membership into Profile 5 (mastery oriented/moderately unmotivated) relative to Profile 3 (mastery-socially oriented). These results suggest that teacher support, at least within this Asian sample, may encourage the development of motivational profiles characterized by a higher level of focus on external rewards and social power.
Discussion
Adopting a multiple goal perspective, we investigated the extent to which Hong Kong adolescents' achievement goal profiles, their predictors, and their outcomes generalized across genders through a new multiple-group LPA framework. Our results provided strong support to the similarity of most profiles across genders, although key differences were observed. We identified five qualitatively and quantitatively distinct profiles in each gender group, and found that three of these profiles were structurally identical between males and females, that a fourth profile was highly similar across genders, while a fifth profile presented a different structure for males and females. Gender similarity was also strengthened by the fact that all five profiles presented equivalent relations with predictors across males and females. Nevertheless, significant gender differences were observed in the relative prevalence of the various profiles and the associations between the achievement goal profiles and the outcomes. We first discuss the nature of the profiles, before addressing their associations with outcomes and predictors, as well as the implications and limitations of our results. Note. OR ϭ Odds ratio. These analyses are all based on a factor mixture approach to latent profile analyses, including a class-invariant latent factor controlling for global levels of motivation. The coefficients and ORs reflect the effects of the predictors on the likelihood of membership into the first listed profile relative to the second listed profile. Profile 1 ϭ mastery-competition oriented; Profile 2 ϭ moderately motivated; Profile 3 ϭ mastery-socially oriented; Profile 4 ϭ Social power and rewards oriented; Profile 5 for males ϭ mastery oriented; Profile 5 for females ϭ moderately unmotivated.
Gender Differentiation and Similarity in Achievement Goal Profiles
The set of profiles observed here were mostly similar across genders, providing some support to gender similarity in achievement goal profiles. Three of these profiles presented the same structure and level of within-profile variability across genders: (a) mastery-competition oriented students seeking to develop their competencies through task mastery, but adopting a competitive and solitary approach to achieve these goals; (b) moderately motivated students presenting slightly above average levels on most achievement goals; and (c) mastery-socially oriented students seeking task mastery but this time through the adoption of a collaborative approach. The social power and rewards oriented profile, characterizing students for whom educational achievement mainly appears to represent a way to achieve social power and external rewards, was also generally similar across genders. However, males corresponding to this profile presented a lower level of discrepancy between competitive goals (higher levels) and social power (lower levels) than their female counterparts. The fifth profile appeared clearly differentiated across genders, describing mastery oriented males (who mainly seem to value involvement and effort as a way to master school-related tasks) compared to moderately unmotivated females (presenting relatively low levels on most achievement goals). We thus identified six clearly distinctive goal combinations, two of them being gender-specific.
Although no prior person-centered study included all eight dimensions of achievement goals considered here, the profiles identified in this current study share many similarities with those observed by Korpershoek et al. (2015) and Shim and Finch (2014) , who assessed social and extrinsic goals among Western (Dutch and Americans) adolescents. Both of these studies identified profiles characterized by high levels of mastery and social goals coupled with relatively low levels of performance goals, corresponding to the mastery-socially oriented profile identified here. This profile was twice as prevalent among females (23%) than males (11%). Although no prior study has investigated gender differences in terms of membership in a similar profile, this result is not surprising, given that studies conducted in different countries suggest that females tend to present higher levels of mastery (e.g., Nie & Liem, 2013) and social (e.g., King & Ganotice, 2014; King et al., 2012; Wentzel et al., 2007) goals than males. Although not assessing social goals, Meece and Holt (1993) also showed that females proportion was higher in the high-mastery/lowperformance profile.
The social power and rewards oriented profile is similar with the profile characterized by high levels of performance and extrinsic goals identified by Korpershoek et al. (2015) . It is interesting that, by considering eight specific goal facets, we were able to observe that the key drivers of motivation for this profile seems to be centered on social status (relative to competition) and external rewards (relative to praise). Among all profiles identified here, this profile is the one presenting the lowest levels of mastery and social goals. The degree of within-profile differentiation among goal levels (i.e., the dominance of social power and rewards goals relative to mastery and social goals) observed in this profile appears more pronounced for females, relative to males. However, this more extreme version of the profile among females also appears to be slightly less prevalent, corresponding to 11% of the females, compared to 41% of the males for the moderate version of the profile. This is in line with observations from previous studies which generally showed that males were more likely to pursue performance goals (Anderman & Young, 1994; Linnenbrink et al., 1999) or to be more frequently represented in performance-driven profiles (Levy-Tossman et al., 2007) . Korpershoek et al. (2015) and Shim and Finch (2014) identified profiles characterized by low levels on all goals, corresponding to the moderately unmotivated profile identified here among 17% of the females. The absence of a similar profile among males might be related to the greater representation of males (41%) in the social power and rewards oriented profile, which presents relatively low levels on most goals, save for social power and rewards. This suggests that a low level of motivation may exist for some females (at least as measured by the ISM), whereas less motivated males will continue to be driven by the possibility to be rewarded or obtain social status for their performance. However, in previous studies of North American students (Bouffard et al., 1995; Meece & Holt, 1993) , the prevalence of males in profiles characterized by low achievement goals was higher. This could possibly be related to the cultural context in which the present study was conducted, suggesting that male students from Hong Kong may show a stronger desire for social power and rewards, even in the less motivated profiles. Eastern cultures tend to be more hierarchical (leading to a greater need to "succeed") and embedded (leading to more social pressure to achieve). As such, social power, rewards, and competition could represent key drivers of achievement in these cultures, even for students lacking other forms of motivation (Dekker & Fischer, 2008) . Cross-cultural research based on PIT usually found that performance goals tend to be higher in nonWestern cultures (e.g., Asian, Lebanese, Papua New Guinean, etc.; Magson et al., 2014; McInerney, 2008 McInerney, , 2012 .
Profiles similar to the three profiles discussed above were also identified in previous cluster analytic studies focusing on the classical mastery-performance dichotomy, which have generally identified a mastery-dominated profile, a performance-dominated profile, an unmotivated profile, and a high mastery/high performance profile (e.g., Daniels et al., 2008; Turner, Thorpe, & Meyer, 1998) , mainly among samples of North American children and young adults. In addition to the previously discussed masterysocially oriented profile, the mastery oriented profile (males only) also seems to correspond to the mastery-dominant profiles identified in these studies. Nevertheless, this profile only represents a low percentage of the males (4%) and was not observed among females. It thus seems that when endorsing high levels of mastery goals, scores on social goals tend to be either higher or lower than average, particularly among females. In contrast, Korpershoek et al. (2015) and Shim and Finch (2014) both found that high scores on mastery goals were systematically combined with high scores on social goals. Thus, they did not identify a profile similar to the mastery-competition oriented one, in which students seem particularly concerned about getting involved in their academic tasks and performing better than their classmates, while being less inclined to help them or seek social affiliation. However, this profile corresponds well to the high mastery/high performance profile identified in previous studies in which social and extrinsic goals were not considered (e.g., Daniels et al., 2008; Turner et al., 1998) . A possible explanation for this difference of results could be related to the relatively small size of this profile in the current This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
study (11.8% of females; 8.4% of males), which could make it harder to identify in studies relying on smaller samples (e.g., N ϭ 446 in Shim & Finch, 2014) . As mentioned above, competition (performance) goals may be more marked for the Hong Kong students composing our sample, which could possibly explain this distinctive profile not identified by Korpershoek et al. (2015) and Shim and Finch (2014) . No profile characterized by high levels on each achievement goals was identified in this study, nor in Shim and Finch's (2014) study, although one such profile was identified by Korpershoek et al. (2015) . However, the current study and Shim and Finch (2014) both identified a moderately motivated profile presenting slightly above average levels on all achievement goals. Thus, this discrepancy seems to mainly reflect the overall level of motivation that characterizes this profile rather than its specific nature. This profile did not differ across genders, and was equally prevalent across males (36%) and females (37%), in line with previous results (Levy-Tossman et al., 2007) .
Although our research was conducted among Hong Kong adolescents, the identified profiles were generally similar to those obtained in studies conducted with European and American adolescents (Korpershoek et al., 2015; Shim & Finch, 2014) . This similarity supports the generalizability of multiple goal configurations across various cultures. Nevertheless, Hong Kong remains a unique Asian culture which, as a former English colony, is likely to lie somewhere in the middle of the Western-Eastern cultural continuum. Further research will be needed to more systematically test the extent to which our results really generalize to a greater variety of cultural contexts.
Outcomes of Achievement Goal Profiles
To more precisely assess the relative desirability of each achievement goal profile, we looked at associations between the profiles and a variety of important educational outcomes, including students' learning processes, and task persistence, and future aspirations. These outcomes were selected given their critical importance in shaping students educational and career choices occurring later in life (e.g., Beal & Crockett, 2010) . The observed associations differed across genders, suggesting genderdifferentiated processes in the consequences of achievement goal profiles. This result was partly expected, given that two profiles out of five differed across genders and that previous studies found both differences and similarities in the associations between achievement goals and outcomes (Gherasim et al., 2012; Linnenbrink et al., 1999; Ryan & Shim, 2008) .
The moderately motivated profile appeared to be one of the least desirable profiles identified here, suggesting that it does substantively differ from the high mastery/high performance profile identified in previous studies (Daniels et al., 2008; Korpershoek et al., 2015; Turner et al., 1998) . Indeed, this profile was associated with the lowest scores on most desirable outcomes among females, and to the second to lowest scores for males. These results suggest that for both genders, showing a slightly above average level on all types of achievement goals is generally less adaptive than showing moderately high to high levels on some achievement goals. For females, this profile was even associated with worse outcomes than the moderately unmotivated one in regard to future aspirations and deep learning strategies. A possible interpretation for this difference is that, among females with low levels of achievement motivation, future aspirations might possibly be anchored in other types of nonacademic skills. This result is supported by our analyses of predictors, showing that moderately unmotivated students tend to put less instrumental value in schooling and feel less encouraged by their parents to pursue postsecondary education than the moderately motivated students. In contrast, among moderately motivated students, future aspirations may remain associated with a harder to attain form of academic success anchored in too many objectives. This simultaneous pursuit of multiple objectives may reflect either a difficulty in establishing clear priorities, or perhaps even the presence of conflicting priorities, suggesting that we could probably relabel this profile "ambivalent" to reflect this indecision. Without clear success criteria (i.e., mastery, or competition, or rewards), future aspirations may remain more confusing to define for both male and female students. This ambivalent profile could also be particularly detrimental in early adolescence, when individuals' sense of identity remains fragile and changing in response to the multiple biopsychosocial transformations that mark the beginning of this critical developmental period.
For males, the mastery-competition oriented profile seemed even less adaptive, and associated with the lowest scores on all future aspirations, as well as on task perseverance and deep learning strategies. A plausible explanation could be that higher levels of competitive performance goals tend to be associated with higher levels of anxiety (Linnenbrink, 2005) , which in turn could generate worries and negative future expectations (MacLeod & Byrne, 1996) . This observation is consistent with our prior interpretation that seeking to accomplish too many conflicting objectives simultaneously, or being unable to prioritize, may yield deleterious effects. Still, this observation suggests that what represents the most suboptimal combination differs across genders. Indeed, for females, this mastery-competition oriented profile was associated with higher future aspirations in comparison to most other profiles and generally positive outcomes. Thus, females with higher competitive tendencies but a lower desire to help their peers and collaborate with them seemed more likely to nourish higher ambitions about their future. Gender differences in terms of competitiveness, with females being generally less competitive than males, have often been invoked to explain gender inequality in access to high status positions (Niederle & Vesterlund, 2011) . Taken together, these results suggest that, perhaps due to males' higher competitive tendencies (Anderman & Young, 1994; Harackiewicz et al., 1997; Linnenbrink et al., 1999; McInerney et al., 1998) , strong competitive objectives may interfere with the pursuit of mastery goals. Although this profile was only observed in a small minority of males (4%), the predominantly mastery oriented profile was associated with the most desirable outcomes among males. In contrast, more interference may be created by combining multiple goals among females, perhaps due to their higher affiliation tendencies Patrick et al., 1997; Wentzel, 1993; Wentzel et al., 2007) , which may interfere with the pursuit of incompatible goals (e.g., competition, rewards). This hypothesis is also coherent with the general interdependence (females) and independence (males) tendencies that seem to be intertwined with gender-differentiated socialization (Cross & Madson, 1997) . Still, the multiple goals combination of the moderately motivated profiles also appeared to be associated with undesirable results for This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
male students, for whom this profile came second to last in terms of outcomes. In line with prior research showing the benefits of adopting mastery or social goals alone King et al., 2010 Watkins, McInerney, & Lee, 2002) or in combination (Korpershoek et al., 2015; Shim & Finch, 2014; Wentzel, 1993) , the mastery-socially oriented profile was associated with desirable outcomes for males and females. Perhaps more interesting is the observation that the social power and praise oriented profile presented similar outcomes levels as the mastery-socially oriented profile. Looking at the nature of the outcomes, it is not surprising that seeking more social power and extrinsic achievement goals like rewards predicts higher future aspirations in more "extrinsic" areas (e.g., fame and wealth; Lee et al., 2010) , as well as surface learning strategies (Elliot et al., 1999) . More surprising is the similar association of these two profiles with family and society aspirations (considered to be more intrinsic in nature), with task perseverance, and with the adoption of deep learning strategies. Still, it is important to recall that, although Lee et al. (2010) reported stronger associations between mastery goals (relative to performance goals) and intrinsic future aspirations (career, family, society), and between performance goals (relative to mastery goals) and extrinsic aspirations (fame and wealth), their results also showed positive associations between performance goals and intrinsic aspirations. Additionally, in our study, family and society aspirations were assessed in a manner that is consistent with social power and extrinsic rewards (e.g., to support or to provide for the family, to contribute to or to develop society). Although it is more rarely the case than for mastery goals, studies also found positive associations between performance goals and deep learning strategies (Midgley et al., 2001 ), as well as task persistence (Elliot et al., 1999) . These positive relations could be more likely to occur when social power goals are combined with reward goals. Further research is clearly needed to explore this possibility.
Predictors of Achievement Goal Profiles
Various facilitating conditions were significantly associated with membership in the achievement goal profiles, and these associations did not differ across genders. This result is consistent with the only two studies reviewed earlier which investigated (and did not find) gender differences in the associations between predictors and achievement goals (Chen & Pajares, 2010; Nie & Liem, 2013) . Although specific associations differed across predictors, a general pattern emerged for the social power and rewards oriented profile (Profile 4). The likelihood of membership in this profile was mostly associated with lower scores on the positive facilitating conditions (school valuing, positive affect toward school, positive peer influence, parental support) and higher scores on the negative facilitating conditions (negative influence from peers and parents). Thus, students with more negative academic attitudes and receiving less than positive forms of academic support from peers and parents also tend to show higher desire to gain social recognition and rewards. This result is in part consistent with Urdan's (1997) results showing that affiliation with peers who did not value education was negatively associated with the adoption of mastery goals but positively associated with the adoption of extrinsic goals. What is intriguing is the observation that this profile was associated with relatively positive outcomes. Students who received more encouragement from teachers were also more likely to be members of this profile, suggesting that teacher support may help those coming from a background that does not value education to adopt alternative forms of academic goals, which might help them to achieve positive academic outcomes. It is in fact plausible that teachers may give more attention to students who appear to be less motivated by their schoolwork or are experiencing more difficulties. In turn, these students might then feel more supported, leading them to refocus their attention on academic coursework. Although this interpretation is fully consistent with a wide range of studies which have shown that teacher support may be particularly beneficent for at-risk students from disadvantaged backgrounds (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Meehan, Hughes, & Cavell, 2003) , research would to do well to consider a wider range of variables describing teachers' support to better describe the developmental mechanisms underlying these relations.
In contrast, students who enjoy school intrinsically and interact with peers who value education are more likely to also be motivated to master their schoolwork and to pursue school-related interactions with their classmates (mastery-socially oriented). These results are consistent with Harackiewicz et al. (2008) who found reciprocal relations between academic interest and the adoption of mastery goals. Students from this profile are also less likely to pursue goals oriented by performance or by the attainment of external rewards, and thus seem motivated by the fact that they like school for its own sake, for learning and for sharing these learning experiences with their friends. As discussed earlier, this profile was associated with similar outcomes than the social power and rewards oriented one, which makes it complicated to suggest interventions in terms of best practices. However, what our results suggest is that school enjoyment and academic support from parents and peers are associated with a higher likelihood of endorsing a more desirable profile characterized by higher levels of mastery and social goals, which in turns presents clear associations with positive education outcomes. This mechanism appears to describe students who come into the classroom with an already positive motivational profile with access to high levels of social support for schooling. For these students, teacher support is unlikely to make a big difference (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Meehan et al., 2003) . In contrast, for students coming into the classroom with more negative attitudes, and low levels of preexisting proactive academic support, teacher support appears more likely to be beneficial. As such, although the current results are uninformative regarding the best role for teachers to adopt with already motivated and well-supported students, they suggest that there is value in providing support to the least motivated students. Clearly, future research is needed in this area.
Furthermore, students who value school for more instrumental or extrinsic reasons are more likely to also be characterized by a mastery-competition oriented profile. Parental support, which was assessed in this study by items focusing mainly on the valuing of education for instrumental reasons, also tends to be associated with a higher likelihood of membership into this profile. Perceiving that academic success is the key to accessing desired educational or professional opportunities may be accompanied by a desire to master school content, but the rarity of these opportunities (highly paid job, college scholarships, etc.) may lead to the adoption of a competitive approach. In contrast, affiliation with friends who care This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
about school and share high educational aspirations tends to be associated with a lower likelihood of membership into this profile. As this profile was the least desirable in terms of outcomes for males, it appears that schools would do well to carefully assess the extent to which they value and encourage school instrumentality. For males, at least in our study, this focus on instrumentality seemed to be accompanied by negative outcomes. Importantly, future research should devote more attention to the developmental mechanisms underlying this relation. Whereas the structure of Profile 5 varies across genders (mastery oriented males vs. moderately unmotivated females), these gender-specific profiles shared similar associations with the predictors. To understand this intriguing result, it is important to reiterate that the associations between predictors and profiles were assessed via multinomial regressions. Multinomial logistic regressions compare the influence of predictors on the probability of membership into each specific profile in comparison with the other profiles. Because of the nature of these comparisons, the presence of similar relations between predictors and the remaining four profiles across genders might partly explain why the relation into the remaining profiles remain identical for purely statistical reasons. However, although different, Profile 5 also share structural characteristic for males or females that could explain some of these similarities. In comparison to the other profiles, boys and girls corresponding to Profile 5 present average to slightly below average levels on the social power, affiliation, and social concern goals. Furthermore, it is also important to keep in mind that Profile 5 is relatively more frequent among females relative to males (17.2 vs. 4.3%), which may have reduced the statistical power to locate differences. Further studies should pay attention to this particular result, focusing on an even wider range of predictors to better identify the developmental mechanisms at play in the emergence of these gender-differentiated profiles.
Theoretical Implications
Using eight distinctive types of achievement goals, our results extended and supported the multiple goals perspective in the academic area. To our knowledge, our study is the first to separately examine achievement goal profiles for males and females (five for each gender), while considering the eight distinct types of goal facets proposed by PIT, and to rely on a quantitative comparison process to assess the similarity of the profiles across genders. Our results supported the value of considering not only social and extrinsic goals, but also the goal facets proposed by PIT. Indeed, many of the profiles were meaningfully defined on the basis of a subset of facets associated with each goal.
Four profiles were similar across genders, whereas the structure of the fifth differed across genders. Furthermore, the relative size of the profiles differed across genders for the mastery-socially oriented profile (more frequent among females) and the social power and rewards oriented (more frequent among males). These size differences are well aligned with the well-documented tendency to ascribe greater value to social interactions and social goals for females relative to independence and status for males (Cross & Madson, 1997; Helgeson, 1994) . In particular, these differences might have been made more pronounced by the intensification of gender socialization processes that characterizes adolescence (Hill & Lynch, 1983; Ruble et al., 2006) . The differences observed here are thus likely to be attenuated among children, before the onset of puberty and the intensification of gendered socialization, or among young adults, whose identity becomes more integrated, thus limiting the impact of genderrelated socialization. Research covering longer developmental spans is required to better document how the motivational processes identified generalize to other developmental periods.
Interestingly, facilitating conditions showed similar association with profiles across genders, whereas the outcomes of those profiles varied across genders. For males, the mastery oriented profile was associated with the most positive outcomes, followed by the mastery-socially oriented and the social power and rewards oriented profiles. For females, the mastery-socially oriented and the social power and rewards oriented profiles were associated with the most desirable outcomes, although the mastery-competition oriented profile was also associated with future aspirations. In contrast, for males, the mastery-competition oriented profile was the least desirable. Similarly, for males and females, the moderate adoption of multiple goals (moderately motivated) was associated with relatively negative outcomes. These last results suggest that there might be gender-differentiated risks to the adoption of multiple goals when some of these goals interfere with the pursuit of others. Future studies should specifically focus on unpacking the gender-differentiated mechanisms underlying these interferences. In sum, our results support a multidimensional goal approach, and even suggest that a combination of social power and extrinsic goals can, for some outcomes, be as beneficial as the combination of mastery and social goals. It is noteworthy that a high level of competition goals does not seem as detrimental for women, particularly in regard to future aspirations.
Limitations and Further Studies
Some limitations warrant attention when considering the results. First, although our longitudinal design includes two time waves, each variable was only measured once (precluding the assessment of longitudinal change) and both predictors and achievements goals were simultaneously assessed at the first time wave. Despite the fact that both PIT and previous results support the proposed sequence, interpretations should be done with caution. Further longitudinal studies would be needed to support the suggested chronology and to test potential reciprocal and directional relations.
Second, this study only considered a limited set of self-reported predictors and outcomes of the identified profiles. Relying on self-reports might have resulted in some subjective biases in ratings of constructs related to parents, peers, and teacher. Similarly, it might have caused some inflation of the observed relations (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) , although shared method biases are likely to be limited by the reliance on a multivariate analytical framework (for a mathematical demonstration, see Siemsen, Roth, & Oliviera, 2010) and on person-centered analyses . Still, future research would greatly benefit from a consideration of a broader range of covariates and the reliance on more robust multimethod assessment procedures (e.g., parent or teacher rating, institutional data). For instance, various dimensions of teachers' classroom management practices, quality of peer relationships, or parenting style could have enriched our understanding of the development of achieveThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. ment goal profiles. Similarly, it would be interesting to consider a broader range of educational outcomes, including achievement, attainment, dropout, and career success. Third, PIT and the ISM only consider the approach (vs. avoidance) orientation of these achievement goals. This decision is consistent with research showing clearer relations between approach goals and positive academic outcomes (e.g., Senko et al., 2011) , as well as a relatively strong positive correlation between the approach and avoidance facets of achievement goals, particularly for performance goals (Law, Elliot, & Murayama, 2012) . Still, we acknowledge that each goal may have an avoidance counterpart (Murayama, Elliot, & Friedman, 2012) . Our objective was to consider the broad range of goal facets proposed by the PIT, and to do so while relying on measures already validated among a gender-differentiated samples (i.e., the ISM: Ganotice et al., 2012; McInerney, 2012) . The assessment of social goals seemed especially relevant in the investigation of gender differences, as females frequently scored higher than males on social goals (King & Ganotice, 2014; King et al., 2012; Patrick et al., 1997; Wentzel, 1993) . However, a natural extension of this study would be to develop an extended version of the ISM including both an approach and an avoidance dimension for each goal facet.
Fourth, our study was conducted among Hong Kong adolescents, suggesting that the results might not fully generalize to students from other cultural groups. Although the structure of the identified profiles was mostly similar to those obtained in Western cultures and thus supported a certain degree of generalizability, variations were also observed and could be related to cultural differences. Moreover, the association between the predictors or the outcomes and our specific profiles, as well as observed patterns of gender differences or similarities, could also differ across cultures. Additionally, the shape of the identified profiles, as well as their relative size and associations with predictors and outcomes, are also likely to fluctuate as a function of students' development stage, educational level, or educational pathway. For instance, the moderately unmotivated profile is likely to be less represented in samples of university students, and perhaps overrepresented in samples of special education students. Thus, further research would do well to focus some attention on potential differences across cultures, development stages, educational level and pathways, as well as on the stability of the identified profiles over time, particularly across the critical life transitions.
